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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the county 

extension agents' perceptions of institutional constraints 

to the performance of their duties within the Arizona 

Cooperative Extension System. 

Study population was 66 county extension agents in the 

state of Arizona. They were surveyed by mailed 

questionnaire. Study results indicated, on the average, most 

of the institutional constraints affect slightly on the 

county extension agents' work performance. Considerable 

variation observed among respondents in their perceptions of 

severity of the constraints. Some of the other important 

findings include; (1) 4-H agents perceived constraints more 

severe than Agriculture or Home Economic Agents. (2) County 

agents perceived more constraints in salary and promotion 

more severe than county directors. (3) County agents with 

more than 5 years of service perceived more of the 

constraints in the area of Personnel Evaluation more severe 

than agents with 5 years or less service. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Since its beginning in 1914, the basic mission of 

cooperative extension service has been one of the education. 

The education of people, both young and adults, using non 

formal approaches designed to help them improve quality of 

their lives. And also, help them develop problem solving 

techniques, become competent consumers, conserve and use 

natural resources, increase agricultural production and 

build better communities. The emphasis has been one of the 

helping people help themselves. 

Today cooperative extension service is characterized by 

a multiplicity of programs consisting of program objectives, 

educational methods, evaluation techniques, and a diversity 

of client needs and clientele groups. 

The effectiveness of the extension program could be 

influenced by (1) clientele participation (2) resource 

restraints (3) effectiveness and experience of the agent 

(4) the effectiveness of the administration and 

(5) government policy. To the large extent, the catalysts 

for the success of the extension programs are the extension 
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agents who live among the clientele and understand their 

immediate educational problems. How well the agent functions 

as a catalyst depends upon his or her image among those 

publics, and his or her experience in planning programs of 

instruction and executing them in the best interests of the 

clientele. 

As a governing institution, the land grant universities 

are responsible for the overall administration of the 

cooperative extension system. County extension agents in the 

cooperative extension system belong to university faculty. 

They are field officers, and work with the public. It is 

understood that their needs in the job are different than 

that of other faculty members. With frequent changes in the 

policies, the administration, and the organization of the 

cooperative extension system, the county extension agents 

are confronted with number of institutional constraints to 

perform their duties. 

Need for the Study 

To a large extent, the catalysts for the success of the 

extension programs are the extension agents who live among 

the clientele and understand their immediate educational 

needs. How well the agent functions as a catalyst depend 

upon the problems encountered by the agent in performing 

his\her duties. To maintain a successful extension system, 
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the identification of the constraints to the performance of 

duties of the extension agent has become a crucial element. 

Van Tilburg (1987) indicates that "the organizations need to 

be aware of the attitudes, perceptions, and intentions of 

employees. Level of job satisfaction, performance 

perceptions, feeling of fairness and rewards,satisfaction 

with specific parts of the job, and intentions to leave can 

all have implications for management policies", (p.14) 

Both the extension agent and the administration are 

equally important for an effective extension system. The 

identification of the extension agents1 constraints will 

provide an opportunity for administration to maintain a 

successful extension system. MaCracken (1984) explains " it 

appears that extension agents and administrators could have 

some impact on the overall feeling of dedication within the 

cooperative extension service. Factors which might be 

influenced by adjusting the organizational climate, group 

attitudes, and job autonomy. Cooperative Extension Service 

should continue to strive to maintain a climate which 

fosters highly committed agents whose primary interest is in 

serving their clientele", (p.73) 

Van-Tilburg (1988) explains the importance of 

investigating perceptions and attitudes of the employees as 

saying " the extension service should investigate the actual 
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reward contingencies in place to determine equity of the 

reward system. In addition importance must be placed on an 

administrative awareness of perceptions and attitudes of 

employees", (p.31) 

The author believed that a thorough scientific 

investigation into the "institutional constraints which may 

reduce the State of Arizona Cooperative Extension county 

agents' work performance" would help university 

administration to identify real constraints of the county 

agents and correct them. That will enhance the effectiveness 

of the Cooperative Extension System in Arizona. 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this study was to determine the county 

extension agents' perceptions of institutional constraints 

to the performance of their duties within the Arizona 

cooperative extension system in 1989\90. 

Research Questions 

Answers to the following questions were sought in 

order to satisfactorily solve the problem. 

1. What are the institutional constraints which affect the 

performance of duties as perceived by the county 

extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System ? 



2. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

according to the program area of work county extension 

agents ? 

3. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

between county extension director and county extension 

agent ? 

4. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary with 

the county agents' years of service in the Arizona 

cooperative extension system ? 

Assumptions 

The following assumption was identified in this study. 

1. County extension agents in the Arizona cooperative 

extension system could understand and fill out honestly 

and accurately the questionnaire that would identify the 

institutional constraints to the performance of their 

duties. 

Limitations 

Generalization from this study should take into 

consideration the following limitations. 

1. The study only focused for the time of December 

1989 and January 1990. 

2. The findings and generalizations pertain only to county 

extension agents and county extension directors in the 
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Arizona Cooperative Extension System. Specialist and 

university level administrators were not included. 

3. A questionnaire was used to collect data for this study 

and therefore information available was limited to the 

questions in the questionnaire. 

4. All important institutional constraints might not be 

indicated in the check list. In order to overcome this 

problem, space was provided for additions additional 

constraints. 

5. The respondents belonged to fifteen different counties 

with the different working environments, this may account 

for variations in response to the questions asked. 

6. The author realizes that the some questions may not be 

answered with full sincerity, because of fear that the 

respondents might win disfavor from the institution as a 

consequence. 

Procedure 

The procedures used in conducting this study were 

designed to acquire the information necessary to furnish the 

answers to the stated research questions. To aid in the 

presentation of materials, the following sections were 

identified. 1. Population and Sample 2. Design 3. Data and 

Instrumentation and 4. Analysis of Data 
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Population and Sample: 

The target population included all of the county 

extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System. The accessible population consisted of county 

extension agents who were working in the fifteen counties of 

the Arizona state during the month of December 1989 . The 

names and addresses of county extension agents were taken 

from the state Cooperative Extension Office of the 

University of Arizona. The list of names was revised in 

December 1989 and was used to identify the accessible 

population. Sixty six county extension agents appeared on 

the list. The entire population of 66 county agents were 

selected for study due to the small 

population size. 

Design: 

This study was a descriptive survey. A mail 

questionnaire was utilized to gather the information. 

Data and Instrumentation: 

The data collection included the following steps. 

a. The names and addresses of all county extension agents 

were made available with the help and cooperation of 

the state office of the Cooperative Extension in the 

College of Agriculture, University of Arizona. 



16 

Questionnaire was prepared by the author. The author 

sought advice from the director of this study and the 

officers of the Arizona Cooperative Extension System to 

compile a list of institutional constraints and to 

design the questionnaire. Also, the author reviewed 

similar type of research studies conducted by 

others. These included Van-Tilburg (1988 & 1987), 

McCracken & Saundi (1984), Squire (1982), and 

Kamau (1974). The author identified 24 possible 

institutional constraints in five different areas. The 

five main areas were (1) Funds, (2) Personnel 

evaluation, (3) Programming (4) Administration and 

(5) Communication. This questionnaire listed possible 

institutional constraints under four main categories by 

combining programing and administration constraints 

under one category. A five point scale was set up for 

each item to determine respondents perceptions. Three 

questions were included to get necessary background 

information on respondents. Information on years of 

service, position in the county, and program area of 

work were sought from each respondent. The preliminary 

draft of the instrument was critiqued by the faculty 

members of the Department of Agricultural Education 

for it's content and face validity. 



17 

c. The questionnaire was field tested with two of the 

graduate students in the Master of Agricultural 

Education program. 

d. The questionnaire and cover letter ( explaining the 

need and importance of the study) were mailed to each 

of the county extension agents. 

e. A follow up letter and questionnaire was mailed to the 

non respondents 15 days after the original mailing. 

Analysis of Data: 

The researcher's analysis of the data answers the 

research questions posted at the beginning of this study. 

Data collected through the questionnaires were analyzed. For 

each item a mean rating was calculated. 

E f x 
X = 

n 

Where x = rating score per item 

n = number of respondents 

f = frequency 

X = mean rating 

The first research question — what are the 

institutional constraints to the performance of duties of 

the county extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 
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Extension System? — was answered by ranking all the 

institutional constraints in order of their mean ratings for 

each topics such as funds, evaluation, programming and 

administration and communication. 

The second research question — how do the 

institutional constraints vary according to the subject 

matter areas of county extension agents ? — was 

accomplished by comparing the ratings of the constraints 

rated by respondents who were working in 4-H area with the 

ratings of constraints by respondents working in the 

agriculture area. 

The third research question — How do the institutional 

constraints vary between county extension directors and 

county extension agents ? — was answered by comparing 

ratings of the constraints by respondents served as county 

directors with the ratings of the constraints by the 

respondents served as county agents. 

The forth research question — How do the institutional 

constraints vary with the extension agents years of service 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System ? — was 

answered by comparing ratings of the constraints by 

respondents who had served 5 years or less with the ratings 

of the constraints by respondents who had more than 5 years 

of service. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following terms were used in conducting the study 

and are defined as follows: 

1. Institutional Constraint — Any factor, associated with 

the management or administration of the Arizona 

cooperative extension system, which acts as a barrier to 

the performance of duties of county extension agents. 

2. Cooperative Extension System — A non-formal, out of 

school, educational program established by the Smith-

Lever Act of 1914, designed to help people help 

themselves by diffusing to them useful and practical 

research-based information. 

3. County Extension Director — A professionally qualified 

person, employed by the Cooperative Extension System in 

the State of Arizona, as an agent in charge of the county 

level extension activities. 

4. County Extension Agent — A professionally qualified 

person who is employed by the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System at county to plan, organize and carry 

out extension activities in the county in which he or 

she is employed. 

5. Agriculture Area — One of the program areas of the 

Cooperative Extension System which deals extension 

activities related to agriculture and natural resources. 
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6. 4-H Area:- One of the program areas of the Cooperative 

Extension System which deals with extension activities 

related to youth development. 

7. Home Economics Area — One of the program areas of 

the Cooperative Extension System which deals extension 

activities related to family and consumer resources 

development. 

8. Community Development Area — One of the program areas of 

the Cooperative Extension System which deals with 

extension activities related to community and rural 

development. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter presents findings of selected studies 

which provided basic information and insights to the author 

for the design and conduct of this study. Although the most 

of these studies have not specifically investigated the 

institutional constraints affecting county extension agents 

in cooperative extension system, some of their findings were 

relevant to this study. 

A study on job satisfaction of cooperative extension 

county agents in Oklahoma (Black 1987) found that the county 

extension agents were generally satisfied with their job, 

but there were three major areas of dissatisfaction (1) the 

salary they receive, (2) assignments not related to their 

job and (3) dissatisfaction with cooperative extension 

administration. Black recommended that these three areas of 

dissatisfaction be further studied to identify the specific 

areas of dissatisfaction. 

In a study on reward contingencies and level of job 

performance of cooperative extension county agents in Ohio 

state, Van-Tilburg (1988) concludes that the: 

"high satisfaction with intrinsic components of the 
job (co-workers and the work itself) and lower 
satisfaction with extrinsic component 
(pay,promotion,supervision) as well as low scores on 
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the extrinsic reward contingency and high scores on the 
intrinsic reward contingency indicate that agents tend 
to reward themselves for high performance while they 
perceive that the organization does not. The extension 
service should investigate the actual reward 
contingencies in place to determine equity of the 
reward system. In addition, importance must be placed 
on administrative awareness of perceptions and 
attitudes of employees", (p.31) 

It can be observed that one of the major effects of 

institutional constraints to the employees of any 

organization is the voluntary turnover or in other words the 

cessation of participation in a particular job. Van-Tilburg 

(1987) explains the importance of voluntary turnover among 

employees in an organization, in Ohio during the 1979 

through 1984 time period, 65 Ohio Cooperative Extension 

Service county field faculty, half of whom had been 

classified as a high performers, left their positions 

voluntarily. Voluntary turnover of county extension agents 

in Ohio caused vacancies that, in some cases, were not 

filled because of reduced or frozen budgets and\or lack of 

qualified candidates. 

Cunningham (cited by Van-Tilburg, 1987) pointed out 

even when empty positions were filled, the process was very 

time consuming and expensive. Cascio (quoted by Van-Tilburg, 

1987) reported that managerial time involved in recruitment, 

screening, selection, classification and training 

represented a substantial investment to the organization. 
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Van-Tilburg (1987) found that the cooperative extension 

county agents in Ohio had fairly low intentions to leave the 

job. Most agents experienced moderate to high levels of job 

satisfaction and agreed that it would be easy to move to 

another position. Lower amounts of satisfaction were 

associated with the extrinsic rewards of pay and promotion 

and higher amounts of satisfaction were associated with co

workers, supervision and the work itself. The 4-H youth 

agents experienced lower levels of overall job satisfaction, 

satisfaction with pay and satisfaction with work itself. 

Van-Tilburg suggested that a serious look should be taken 

at why the group of youth agents is different from the 

others and develop possible courses of corrective action. 

Organizations need to be aware of the attitudes, 

perceptions and intentions of employees. Level of job 

satisfaction, performance perceptions, feelings of fairness 

and rewards, satisfaction with specific parts of the job, 

and intention to leave can all have implications for 

management policies. 

Findings of the study conducted by McCracken (1984) on 

organizational commitments of the Ohio county extension 

agents indicated that there was a positive relationship 

between job autonomy and organizational commitment of county 

cooperative extension county agents in Ohio. McCracken 
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explains this indicates that agents tended to be more 

committed to the Ohio Cooperative Extension Service if they 

perceive that there is adequate autonomy in doing their 

work. There was no significant difference found in the level 

of organizational commitment between Agriculture agents and 

Home economic agents. However, there was a significant 

difference in the level of organizational commitment between 

4-H agents and Agriculture or Home economics agents. The 

positive relationship was found between organizational 

commitment and tenure. 

A study by Church (cited by Squire, 1982), pointed out 

that (1) chances for advancement and promotion, (2) evening 

and weekend work and (3) salary were the most influential 

factors causing Idaho cooperative extension agents to leave 

their profession. 

The factors influencing the cooperative extension 4-H 

agents in Arizona to leave their profession were 

investigated by Squire (1982). Two groups of 4-H agents, 

(1) former 4-H agents (those who worked in 4-H and left the 

job) (2) current 4-H agents (those who were in the 4-H) were 

interviewed. A questionnaire containing 37 possible factors 

influencing 4-H agents to leave their profession. The 

results of the study showed that (1) salary, 

(2) opportunity for promotion, (3) pay per hour work, 
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(4) evening work and (5) weekend engagements and meetings to 

attend were factors influencing 4-H agents to leave their 

profession. Also, many of the agents made suggestions for 

improvement within the Arizona Cooperative Extension Service 

program which might help reduce the turnover rate of 4-H 

agents and encourage former agents to re-enter the 

profession. 

Their suggestions are as follows. 

1. Better communication between state and county offices 

2. Better pay based on number of hours work. 

3. Equality of women with men in all aspects of job. 

4. High salary to meet basic needs. 

5. Eliminate state office politics. 

6. Train supervisors to value 4-H staff. 

7. Better opportunity for promotion. 

8. Local control of office budgets dealing directly with 

county. 

9. Better opportunity for graduate study. 

10. Compensatory time for weekend and night work. 

11. Role clarification. 

12. Greater specialization. 

Summary of the Review of Related Literature 

On the basis of the information gathered from the 

review of literature, it is apparent that there are large 
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number of factors which could cause dissatisfaction in the 

job and high turnover rates among county cooperative 

extension agents in different parts of United States of 

America. Most of the related studies reviewed, indicated 

that there is a positive relationship between organizational 

commitment and work performance of employees in an 

organization. Also, high positive correlations were observed 

between job satisfaction and work performance. 

Findings of the studies on factors influencing 

cooperative extension county agents to leave their 

profession indicated that most of the factors which 

influence or might influence agents to leave their 

profession were closely associated with the management or 

administration of the Cooperative Extension System. 

Suggestions made by cooperative extension 4-H agents for 

improvement within the cooperative extension service 

programs so as to reduce the turnover rate of 4-H agents, 

might be considered perceptions of how to avoid barriers to 

work performance. 

Although the author found no studies that have 

specifically investigated the institutional constraints 

affecting county agents in the Cooperative Extension 

System, many studies were found that have investigated 

subject areas closely related. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD OF INVESTIGATION 

The procedures used in conducting this study were 

designed to acquire the information necessary to furnish 

the answers to the stated research questions. To aid in 

the presentation of materials, the following sections were 

identified: Population and Sample; Design; Data and 

Instrumentation; and Analysis of Data. 

Population and Sample 

The target population included all of the county 

extension agents in the Arizona state Cooperative Extension 

system. The accessible population consisted of county 

extension agents who were working in the fifteen counties of 

the Arizona state during the month of December 1989. The 

names and addresses of county extension agents were taken 

from the state Cooperative Extension Office of the 

University of Arizona. The list of names was revised in 

December 1989 and were used to identify the accessible 

population. Sixty six county extension agents appeared on 

the list. The entire population of 66 county agents were 

selected for study due to the small population size. 
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Design 

This study was a descriptive survey. A mail 

questionnaire was utilized to gather the information. 

(A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix A) 

Data and Instrumentation 

The questionnaire was prepared by the author. The 

author sought advice from the director of this study and the 

officers of the Arizona Cooperative Extension system to 

compile a list of institutional constraints and to design 

the questionnaire. Also, the author reviewed similar type of 

research studies conducted by others. These included 

Van-Tilburg (1988 & 1987), McCracken & Saundi (1984), Squire 

(1982) and Kamau (1974). The author identified 24 possible 

institutional constraints in five different areas. The five 

main areas were (1) Funds, (2) Personnel evaluation, 

(3) Programing, (4) Administration and (5) Communication. 

This questionnaire listed those possible institutional 

constraints under the four main categories by combining 

programing and administration institutional constraints 

under one category. A five point scale was set up for each 

item to determine respondents perceptions. Three questions 

were included to get necessary background information on 

respondents. 
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Information on years of service, position in the county, and 

program area of work were sought from each respondent. 

The preliminary draft of the instrument was critiqued 

by the director of this study and two of the members of 

author's graduate committee who were in the Department of 

Agricultural Education. Their suggestions and comments were 

highly prized and were used to make adjustments in the 

instrument. The instrument was thoroughly revised by author 

and a second draft was prepared. This draft was reviewed by 

Dr. F.G. McCormick, professor, Department of Agricultural 

Education, and Dr. Nicholson, Professor, who teaches 

statistics in the Department of Education Psychology, for 

it's content and face validity. 

The next step was to field test the questionnaire. The 

questionnaire was field tested with two of the graduate 

students in the Agricultural Education Program. They made 

valuable suggestions which provided for clarity and 

readability of the questionnaire. In addition, director of 

this study gave very valuable advice and recommendations 

which made it possible for the author to produce final 

copies of questionnaire. On December 1, 1989, the director 

of this study made his final comments and approved the 

questionnaire to be mailed to the 66 county extension agents 

who formed the accessible population of this study. 
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The questionnaires were photocopied on pale green 

letter size paper. The pale green copies were used because 

it was thought that attractiveness would help to entice the 

respondents to complete and return the questionnaire within 

the scheduled time as stated in the cover letter. In order 

to monitor the return of the questionnaire, they were 

numbered with identification numbers so follow up mailings 

could be sent only to those not responding to earlier or 

subsequent mailings. 

The cover letter was prepared to send with the 

questionnaire. It included the explanation about the 

purpose of study and the usefulness of it. The letters were 

individually addressed and printed on University of Arizona, 

Department of Agricultural Education letterheads, with 

permission of the Acting Head of the department. The letters 

were signed by both the author and the director of this 

study. The letter did assure the respondents of complete 

confidentiality of the information they gave. Further the 

letter did solicit the cooperation of the agents in 

completing and returning the questionnaire on or before 

December 19,1989. (A copy of the cover letter can be found 

in Appendix B) 

The questionnaires were folded, put together with self-

addressed, first class stamped envelopes, bearing the 
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address of the Department of Agricultural Education. On 

December 4, 1989, the questionnaires, together with cover 

letters were mailed to each of the 66 county agents. Within 

two weeks, 54 of the agents returned their completed 

questionnaires. During the same period one of the agents had 

left the job and one retired. 

On December 20, 1989, a follow-up letter and a copy of 

the questionnaire were mailed to 10 of the agents who had 

not returned their completed questionnaires ( A copy of the 

follow-up letter can be found in Appendix C). The letter 

further solicited their cooperation in completing and 

returning the questionnaire on or before January 3, 1990. 

Only 7 agents returned their completed questionnaires as a 

results of second mailing. This latter effort brought the 

number of completed questionnaires to 61. The author, with 

advice from director of this study, decided to analyze the 

completed data at hand and base the study recommendations on 

the findings from the resulting analyses. 

Analysis of Data 

The researcher's analysis of the data answers the 

research questions posted at the beginning of this study. 

Data collected through the questionnaires were analyzed with 

the help of an IBM computer, and software program entitled 

"Quattro" which is essentially a spread sheet program. 
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To ascertain the answers to the first research 

question — "what are the institutional constraints to the 

performance of their duties as perceived by the county 

extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System ?" — a mean rating was calculated for each 

constraint. All the institutional constraints were ranked in 

order of their mean ratings for each topics such as funds, 

evaluation, programming and administration and 

communication. 

Formula for Mean Rating 

S f x 

n 

Where X = mean rating 

x = rating score 

n = number of respondents 

f = frequency 

With the help of the director of this study , a scale 

was set up to determine the degree of constraint indicated 

by county extension agents. The scale is shown in TABLE 1. 



TABLE 1. Scale of Mean Ratings for Level of Institutional 
Constraint 

Type of Constraint Range of mean rating 

Not Constraint 1.00 - 1.5 

Slight Constraint 

Constraint 

1.51 - 3.5 

3.51 - 4.5 

Severe Constraint Over 4.51 

The second research question — How do the 

institutional constraints vary according to the program 

areas of county extension agents ? — was accomplished by 

comparing the mean ratings of the constraints rated by 

three groups of respondents namely those working in 4-H, 

Agriculture area and Home Economics area (county directors 

were excluded). 

The third research question — How do the institutional 

constraints vary between county extension directors and 

county extension agents ? — was answered by comparing 

ratings of the constraints by respondents serving as county 

directors with the ratings of the constraints by the 

respondents serving as county agents. 



34 

The forth research question — How do the institutional 

constraints vary with the extension agents years of service 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System ? — was 

answered by comparing ratings of the constraints by 

respondents who had served 5 years or less with the ratings 

of the constraints by respondents had more than 5 years of 

service (county directors were excluded). 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

The data presented and analyzed in this chapter 

reflect research questions identified for this study in 

Chapter 1. They are as follows. 

1. What are the institutional constraints which effect 

the performance of the duties as perceived by the 

county extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System ? 

2. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

according to the program areas of county extension 

agents ? 

3. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

between county extension director and county 

extension agent ? 

4. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

with the county extension agent's years of service 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System ? 

Perceived Constraints Affecting Performance 

Data presented in TABLES 2, 3, 4 and 5 are related to 

first research question based on the information gathered 

from 61 responses. 



TABLE 2. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of Funds 
N=61 

Percentage of Respondents 
Selecting Each Rating 

Mean 
Constraint 1 2 3 4 5 Rating 

Funds for Extension Programs 9. 8 18.0 18. 0 34.4 19. 7 3.4 

Funds for Local Research 9. 8 16.4 31. 1 23.0 19. 7 3.3 

Funds for Travel (out of state) 13. 1 29.5 27. 9 14.8 14. 8 2.9 

Funds for Office Operations 
(stationary,equipment,ect.) 21. 3 26.2 19. 7 21.3 11. 5 2.8 

Funds for Travel (in state) 29. 5 24.6 24. 6 14.8 6. 6 2.4 

Funds for Office Maintenance 
(rent, repair,ect.) 26. 2 39.3 13. 1 16.4 4. 9 2.3 

U> 
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TABLE 2 shows the order of mean rating values of 

institutional constraints (in the area of Funds) that affect 

performance of duties of county extension agents in the 

Arizona Cooperative Extension System. The mean rating values 

for all constraints in the area of Funds ranged between 3.4 

and 2.3. According to the pre-determined scale for measuring 

the degree of constraint (see TABLE 1), all of the 

constraints in the area of funds were found to be "slight 

constraints" to the performance of duties of county agents 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. 

Percentages of respondents at each level indicate 

that "in state travel" and "office maintenance" funds were 

apparently perceived as adequate. Extension program and 

local research funding is more of concern ranking as 

constraints which means conducting extension programs is one 

of the major duties of an extension agent. 

Personnel Evaluation is one of the four main categories 

which included 6 possible institutional constraints listed 

in the questionnaire. The mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of Personnel 

Evaluation is presented in TABLE 3. 

The range of the mean ratings in the area of Personnel 

Evaluation was 3.3 and 2.7. The most concerned constraint 

was "method of granting tenure" and the least concerned 



TABLE 3. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Personnel Evaluation, N=61 

Percentage of Respondents 
Selecting Each Rating 

Mean 
Constraint 12 3 4 5 Rating 

Method of Granting Tenure 13.1 22.9 8.2 27. 9 27.9 3.3 

Yearly Personnel Evaluation Method 9.8 21.3 22.9 26. 2 19.7 3.3 

Equity 18.0 27.9 16.4 16. 4 21.3 3.0 

Salary 16.4 27.9 19.7 23. 0 13.1 2.9 

Rewards and Appreciations 21.3 29.5 13.1 14. 8 21.3 2.9 

Promotion 26.2 23.0 18.0 18. 0 14.8 2.7 

L O  
00 
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constraint was "promotion". According to the pre-determined 

scale, all the constraints under this category were found to 

be "slight constraints" to the performance of duties by 

county extension agents in Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System. Percentages of respondents for each level for each 

constraint are shown in TABLE 3, indicated that there was 

considerable variation among respondents in their 

perceptions of the severity of the listed constraints. It 

was not unusual for one agent to check level 5 for 

"severe constraint" while another checked level 1 for "not 

constraint". This variation in response such that the array 

of response did not produce the normal standard 

distribution. 

The percentages of respondents at level 5 show 

(see TABLE 3) that all of the listed institutional 

constraints in the area of Personnel Evaluation considered 

"severe" by 9 or more individuals. Institutional constraint 

"equity" received nearly equal response to all 5 levels. 

This may be due to the effect of the individual differences 

in perceiving equity as a institutional constraint. 

Respondents rnted the institutional constraints in the 

area of "Programing and Administration" as presented in 

TABLE 4. 



TABLE 4. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Programing and Administration, N=61 

Percentage of Respondents 
Selecting Each Rating 

Mean 
Constraint 1 2 3 4 5 Ratine 

Personnel Vacancies 11. 5 14. 8 14 .8 34. 4 24. 6 3.5 

Specialists Assistance 14. 8 18. 0 23 .0 27. 9 16. 4 3.1 

Frequent Changes of Program 
Priorities 19. 7 19. 7 13 .1 32. 8 14. 8 3.0 

Method of Imposing of New 
Technologies 19. 7 24. 6 24 .6 19. 7 11. 5 2.8 

Selection of Extension Program 
Priorities 23. 0 27. 9 19 .7 18. 0 11. 5 2.7 

Weekend and Evening Work 21. 3 31. 1 23 .0 13. 1 11. 5 2.6 

Training 32. 8 23. 0 14 .8 19. 7 9. 8 2.5 

Secretarial Assistance 32. 8 23. 0 23 .0 11. 5 9. 8 2.4 
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Mean ratings for constraints in the area of Programing 

and Administration", ranged from a high of 3.5 to a low of 

2.4. Constraints in " personnel vacancies" was rated highest 

while "secretarial assistance" was rated lowest. All the 

constraints in the area of Programing and Administration 

were grouped as "slight constraints" to the performance of 

duties of county extension agents in Arizona, based on the 

mean rating of all respondents and using the pre-determined 

scale in TABLE 1. But, percentages of respondents at level 

5 indicate 6 or more individuals perceived all of the listed 

institutional constraints in the area of Programing and 

Administration as "severe constraints" while 15 individuals 

perceived "personnel vacancies" as "severe constraint" to 

their work performance 

The total of percentages of respondents at level 4 and 

percentages of respondents at level 5 shows 13 or more 

individuals perceived all of the listed institutional 

constraints in the area of Programing and Administration as 

"constraints" to their performance of duties. 

All respondents rated the institutional constraints in 

the area of Communication as shown in TABLE 5. 

The range of the mean rating values for Communication 

was 3 and 1.5. Using the pre-determined scale in TABLE 1, 

it was determined that 3 of the 4 constraints were 



TABLE 5. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Communication, N=61 

Constraint 

Percentage of Respondents 
Selecting Each Rating 

Mean 
Rating 

Communication With Extension 
Administrators at University 

Communication with Specialists 

* Communication with County 
Extension Director 

Communication With County 
Extension Agents 

13.1 26.2 21.3 27.9 11.5 3.0 

26.2 19.7 34.4 13.1 6.6 2.5 

63.8 19.1 8.5 2.1 6.4 1.7 

70.5 16.4 11.5 0.0 1.6 1.5 

* This question was answered by only 47 respondents who were serving 
as county extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System 
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"slight constraints" to the performance of duties of county 

extension agents and one was "not a constraint". 

"Communication with county extension agents" received 

lowest mean rating value among all the constraints listed in 

the questionnaire and according to the pre-determined 

scale, it was the only a constraint item which found to be 

"not a constraint" to the performance of duties of county 

extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System. 

According to the data in TABLE 5, it is observed that 

the communication among extension officers within the county 

office is not a major concern as constraint while 

communication with the extension officers out side the 

county office is more of the concern as "constraint" or 

"severe constraint". 

Perceived Constraints by Program Area 

Data presented in TABLES 6, 7, 8, and 9 are related to 

the second research question, and based on the information 

gathered from 45 of the 61 respondents who had a county 

extension agent position in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System. Comparison were made only among 4-H, 

Agriculture, and Home Economics agents.Community development 

agents were excluded due to insufficient number in that 

group. 



TABLE 6. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of Funds 

Mean Ratings by Respondents Whose 
Program Areas were 

Constraint 
4-H Agriculture Home Economics 

N=23 N=13 N=9 

Funds for Extension Programs 

Funds for Travel (out of state) 

Funds for Local Research 

Funds for Travel (in state) 

Funds for Office Operations 
(stationary, equipments ect.) 

Funds for Office Maintenance 
(rent , repairs ect.) 

3.7 3.1 3.1 

3.0 2.6 2.7 

2.9 3.2 3.9 

2.9 2.2 2.0 

2.8 2.9 2.3 

2.4 2.1 2.4 
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TABLE 6 illustrates how the mean rating values of the 

institutional constraints in the area of Funds vary 

according to the county extension agents' program areas of 

work. 

Based on the data presented in TABLE 6,the constraint 

"funds for extension programs" received highest mean rating 

value from 4-H agents and constraint "funds for local 

research" received highest mean rating values from both 

Agriculture and Home Economics agent groups. According to 

the pre-determined scale, funds for extension program and 

funds for local research found to be "constraints" to the 

performance of duties of 4-H and Home Economics agents 

respectively. All the other institutional constraints in the 

area of funds fell into the group of "slight constraint" as 

all 3 groups of agents are concerned. 

Institutional constraint "Funds for local research" 

received a lower mean rating value from 4-H agents than 

Agriculture or Home Economics agents. This may be because 

4-H agents are not much involved in research activities. 

It can be seen that the mean ratings of the constraints 

(1) Funds for extension programs (2) Funds for travel 

(out of state) and (3) Funds for travel (in state) do not 

vary much between Agriculture and Home Economic agent 

groups. But they received higher mean rating values from 4-H 



TABLE 7. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Personnel Evaluation 

Constraint 

Equity 

Method of Granting Tenure 

Salary 

Promotion 

Yearly Personnel Evaluation Method 

Rewards and Appreciations 

Mean Ratings by Respondents Whose 
Program Areas were 

4-H Agriculture Home Economics 

N=23 N=13 N=9 

3.5 3.2 2.0 

3.5 3.0 3.0 

3.3 3.3 1.8 

3.1 2.7 2.1 

3.0 3.0 3.3 

2.9 3.1 1.9 
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agents than both other groups. This might be the reason 

because 4-H agents are involved with more in organizational 

activities of extension programs related to youth and more 

traveling required than Agriculture or Home Economics 

agents. 

TABLE 7 illustrates how the mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of "Personnel 

Evaluation" vary according to the county extension agents' 

program areas of work. 

As shown in TABLE 7 and based on the pre-determined 

scale in TABLE 1, all the constraints in the area of 

Personnel Evaluation should be added to the group of "slight 

constraints" as all 3 groups are concerned. Except two 

constraints "yearly personnel evaluation method" and "method 

of granting tenure" all the other constraints in the area of 

personnel evaluation received lesser mean ratings from Home 

Economics agents group when compared with 4-H and 

Agriculture agents groups. 

It can be seen that the Home Economics agents in the 

Arizona Cooperative Extension System encountered fewer 

institutional constraints in the area of personnel 

evaluation than other two groups of agents. 

All of three groups of agents perceived the constraint 

"yearly personnel evaluation method" similarly. 



TABLE 8. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Programing and Administration 

Mean Ratings by Respondents Whose 
Program Areas were 

Constraint 
4-H Agriculture Home Economics 

N=23 N=13 N=9 

Personnel Vacancies 

Frequent Changes of Program 
Priorities 

Specialists Assistance 

Selection of Extension Program 
Priorities 

Weekend and Evening Work 

Method of Imposing of New 
Technologies 

Training 

Secretarial Assistance 

3.6 3.0 3.3 

3.5 2.5 2.3 

3.3 2.9 2.9 

3.2 2.2 2.0 

3.1 1.9 2.4 

3.0 2.5 2.7 

3.0 2.1 2.2 

2.9 2.3 1.8 
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Institutional constraints (1) equity (2) method of granting 

tenure (3) salary and (4) promotion received higher mean 

ratings from 4-H agent group when compared to other two 

groups of agents. 

This indicates that 4 of the 6 constraints in the area 

of "Personnel Evaluation" received higher mean rating values 

from 4-H agents than Agriculture or Home Economics agents, 

which means that the 4-H agents confront more constraints in 

the area of Personnel Evaluation than Agriculture or Home 

Economic agents. 

Agriculture agents perceived "salary" as the biggest 

constraint in the area of "Personnel evaluation" while it is 

the least constraint for Home Economics agents. Agriculture 

agents' perceptions on most of the institutional constraints 

in the area of "Personnel Evaluation" are more closer to 

those of 4-H agents than Home Economics agents. 

TABLE 8 presents how mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of "Programing and 

Administration" vary according to the county extension 

agents' program areas of work. 

As shown in TABLE 8, constraint "personnel vacancies" 

received highest mean rating value for all three groups of 

labeled agents are concerned. According to the pre

determined scale in TABLE 1, this constraint belonged to the 



TABLE 9. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Communication 

Mean Ratings by Respondents Whose 
Program Areas were 

Constraint 
4-H Agriculture Home Economics 

N=23 N=13 N=9 

Communication with Extension 
Administrators at University 

Communication with Specilists 

Communication with County Director 

Communication with County Agent 

3.3 2.5 2.9 

2.9 2.5 2.4 

2.0 1. 4  1.4 

1.8 1.4 1.1 
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group of "constraint" for 4-H agents and "slight constraint" 

for both Agriculture and Home Economic agents. 

Although, all the other constraints items fell into the 

group of slight constraints as all the 3 groups of agents 

concerned, the higher mean ratings for all of the 

constraints observed in the 4-H agents group than other two 

groups. There is not much difference in mean ratings value 

of constraints in the area of "Programing and 

Administration" can be observed between Agriculture and Home 

Economics agents. 

It seems that the 4-H agents are seriously 

considered about all of the constraints listed in the area 

of Programing and Administration as their work performances 

are concerned. 

TABLE 9 illustrates how the mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of Communication vary 

according to the county extension agents program areas of 

work. 

Based on the data presented in table 9 and the pre

determined scale in TABLE 1, 4-H agents perceived all the 4 

constraints in the area of Communications as "slight 

constraints" to performance of their duties and they rated 

all of the listed institutional constraints in the area of 



TABLE 10. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of Funds 

Mean Ratings by Respondents 
Who were 

County 
Directors 

N=14 

County 
Agents 

N=47 

3.3 3.3 

2.9 

2.9 

2.7 

2.3 

2.7 

3.5 

2.9 

2.5 

2 . 2  2.4 

Constraint 

Funds for Local Research 

Funds for Office Operations 
(stationary, equipments etc.) 

Funds for Extension Programs 

Funds for Travel (out of state) 

Funds for Travel (in state) 

Funds for Office Maintenance 
(rent, repair etc.) 
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Communication higher than Agriculture and Home Economics 

agents. 

Both Agriculture and Home Economics agents perceived 

two constraints, "communication with extension 

administrators at university" and "communication with 

specialists" as "slight constraints" to performance of their 

duties, and constraints "communication with county extension 

director" and "communication with county agents" as not 

constraints to performance of their duties. 

Constraints "communication with extension 

administrators at university" and "communication with 

specialists" are more of concern as three groups of agents 

are concerned. 

It can be seen in the data in TABLE 9, that there is 

not much difference in mean ratings values of institutional 

constraints (in the area of Communication) between 

Agriculture and Home Economic agents. But there is 

difference in mean ratings values of institutional 

constraints (in the area of communication) between 4-H and 

Agriculture or Home Economic agents. 



TABLE 11. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Personnel Evaluation 

Mean Ratings by Respondents 
Who were 

County County 
Constraint Directors Agents 

N=14 N=47 

Method of Granting Tenure 3.7 3.2 

Yearly Personal Evaluation Method 3.6 3.1 

Rewards and Appreciations 2.9 2.8 

Salary 2.6 3.0 

Equity 2.6 3.1 

Promotion 2.3 2.9 
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Perceived Constraints Between County Extension Directors 

and County Extension Agents 

Data presented in TABLES 10, 11, 12 and 13 are related 

to third research question. 

TABLE 10 illustrates how the mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of Funds vary between 

county extension directors and county extension agents. 

Based on the data presented in TABLE 10, constraint 

"funds for local research" received similar mean ratings 

from both county directors and county agents. Constraint " 

funds for extension program received highest mean rating 

from county extension agents. According to the pre

determined scale in TABLE 1 in chapter 3, all of the six 

constraints in the area Funds fell in to the group of 

"slight constraint" for both county extension directors and 

county agents are concerned. 

Although there is not much difference in mean rating 

values for most of the constraints in the area of Funds 

between county extension directors and county extension 

agents, constraint "funds for extension program" received a 

higher mean rating value from county agents than county 

directors. This may be due to the reason because extension 

agents are involved in conducting extension programs more 

than extension directors. 



TABLE 12. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Programing and Administration 

Mean Ratings by Respondents 
Who were 

County 
Directors 

N=14 

County 
Agents 

N=47 

3.6 

3.4 

3.4 

3.1 

3.0 2.7 

2 . 8  

2 . 6  

2.4 

3.1 

2 . 6  

2.5 

2.4 

2.4 

2.7 

2.4 

Constraint 

Personnel Vacancies 

Specialists Assistance 

Method of Imposing of New 
Technologies 

Frequent Changes of Program 
Priorities 

Weekend and Evening Work 

Training 

Selection of Extension Program 
priorities 

Secretarial Assistance 
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TABLE 11 presents how mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of Personnel 

Evaluation vary between county extension directors and 

county extension agents. 

Based on the data in TABLE 11 and pre-determined scale 

in TABLE 1, county directors perceived constraints "method 

of granting tenure" and "yearly personnel evaluation method" 

as "constraints" to the performance of their duties in 

Arizona Cooperative Extension System. County agents 

perceived those two as "slight constraints" to their work 

performance. 

Both county extension directors and county extension 

agents perceived other 4 constraints listed in the area of 

Personnel Evaluation as "slight constraints" to their work 

performance. 

Constraints "salary", "promotion" and "equity" 

received higher mean rating values from county extension 

agents than county extension directors. 

This can be explained by the fact that more county 

directors have already received their promotions and higher 

salaries than county agents. 

The mean rating values of 8 institutional constraints 

in the area of programing and administration by county 



TABLE 13. Mean Ratings of the Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Communication 

Mean Ratings by Respondents 
Who were 

County County 
Constraint Directors Agents 

N=14 N=47 

Communication with Extension 
Administrators at University 2.9 3.0 

Communication with Specialists 2.4 2.6 

Communication with County Agents 1.5 1.4 

Communication with County Director 0.0 1.7 
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directors and county extension agents are presented in 

TABLE 12. 

County directors had the highest mean rating for 

constraint "personnel vacancies" and they perceived it as a 

"constraints" to the performance of their duties in the 

Arizona Cooperative Extension System. This is obvious that 

the performances of the entire extension program in the 

county depends upon the availability of personnel resources. 

County directors are directly responsible for the overall 

performances. 

Here, not much difference in mean ratings between two 

groups can be observed. It can be explained by the fact that 

the institutional constraints in the area of Programing and 

Administration affect work performance of the both groups 

quite similarly. 

Data in TABLE 13, indicate that both county directors 

and county agents perceived that the constraints 

"communication with extension administrators at university" 

and "communication with specialists" as "slight constraints" 

to their work performances. County agents' ratings for those 

two constraints are higher than that of the county 

directors. 

This may be because the county directors have more 

opportunities to deal with extension administrators and 

specialists. 



TABLE 14. Mean ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of Funds 

Constraint 

Funds for Extension Programs 

Funds for Local Research 

Funds for Travel (out of state) 

Funds for Office Operations 
(stationary, equipment etc.) 

Funds for Office Maintanance 
(rent ,repair etc.) 

Funds for Travel (in state) 

Mean Ratings by Respondents with 

Five Years or More than Five 
Less Service Years of Service 

N=16 N=31 

3.3 3.6 

3.1 3.4 

2.9 3.0 

2.7 2.7 

2.6 2.4 

2.5 2.5 
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Perceived Constraints with Years of Service 

Data presented in TABLES 14, 15, 16 and 17 are related 

to the fourth research question. 

TABLE 14 illustrates how institutional constraints in 

the area of Funds vary between county extension agents with 

five years or less service in Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System and county extension agents with more than five years 

of service in Arizona Cooperative System. 

According to the data in TABLE 14, both groups of 

county extension agents had similar ratings in regard to 2 

constraints, different ratings on 4 constraints. Both groups 

of agents perceived the constraints in office and travel 

funding quite similarly. Agents with more than 5 years of 

service perceived constraint "funds for extension programs" 

as "constraint"to their work performance while agents with 5 

years or less service perceived it as a "slight constraint". 

Both groups of agents perceived all of the other 

constraints in the area of Funds as "slight constraints" to 

their work performance according to the pre-determined scale 

in TABLE 1. 

It is observed that county extension agents with more 

years of service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System 

felt more constraints in extension program funding than 

county agents with 5 years or less service. 



TABLE 15. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Personnel Evaluation 

Mean Ratings by Respondents with 

Constraint 

Five Years or 
Less Service 

N=16 

More than Five 
Years of Service 

N=31 

Method of Granting Tenure 3.3 3.2 

Equity 2.8 3.1 

Salary 2.8 3.1 

Yearly Personal Evaluation Method 2.7 3.3 

Promotion 2.4 3.0 

Rewards and Appreciations 2.4 3.1 

o> 
ro 
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The mean rating values of 6 institutional constraints 

in the area of Personnel Evaluation by county extension 

agents with 5 years or less service in Arizona Cooperative 

System and county extension agents with more than 5 years of 

service compared in TABLE 15. Based on the data presented in 

TABLE 15 and the pre-determined scale in TABLE 1, all the 

institutional constraints in the area of personnel 

evaluation fell in to the group of "slight constraints' for 

the both groups of agents are concerned. 

County extension agents with more than 5 years of 

service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System had 

higher mean rating values for 5 of the 6 constraints when 

compared to the group of agents with 5 years or less service 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. Mainly (1) 

yearly personnel evaluation method, (2) promotion and (3) 

rewards and appreciations were the 3 of the 6 constraints in 

the area of Personnel Evaluation, which indicated difference 

in mean rating values of constraints between county agents 

with 5 years or less service and agents with more than 5 

years of service in Arizona Cooperative Extension System. 

County agents with more years of service perceived more 

constraints in the area of Personnel Evaluation. This can be 

due to the fact that a person with more experience in job 



TABLE 16. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Programing and Administration 

Mean Ratings by Respondents with 

Five Years or More than Five 
Less Service Years of Service 

Constraint 
N=16 N=31 

Personal Vacancies 

Specialists Assistance 

Method of Imposing of New 
Technologies 

Frequent Changes of Program 
Priorities 

Weekend and Evening Work 

Selection of Extension Program 
Priorities 

Training 

Secretarial Assistance 

3.6 

3.0 

2.9 

2.9 

2 . 6  

2.5 

2.4 

2.3 

3.3 

3.1 

2 . 6  

3.1 

2 . 6  

2.8 

2 . 6  

2.5 



TABLE 17. Mean Ratings of Institutional Constraints in the Area of 
Communication 

Constraint 

Communication with Extension 
Administrators at University 

Communication with Specialists 

Communication with County Director 

Communication with County Agents 

Mean Ratings by Respondents with 

Five Years or More than Five 
Less Service Years of Service 

N=16 N=31 

2.8 3.2 

2.6 2.7 

1.9 1.6 

1.6 1.5 

Ui 
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know much more about the institutional expectations than 

person with less experience. 

TABLE 16 illustrates how mean rating values of 

institutional constraints in the area of Programing and 

Administration vary between county extension agents with 5 

years or less service and county agents with more than 5 

years of service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System. 

According to the pre-determined scale shown in TABLE 1, 

agents with 5 years or less service perceived constraints 

"personnel vacancies" as a "slight constraint" to their work 

performance in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. All 

of the other constraints in the area of Programing and 

Administration were found to be " slight constraints" to the 

performance of duties of both groups of agents are 

concerned. 

As shown in the TABLE 16, institutional constraints in 

the area of Programing and Administration do not vary 

considerably with the county extension agents years of 

service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System.Based on 

the data presented in TABLE 17 and the pre-determined scale 

in TABLE 1, the constraint "communication with county 

extension agents" was rated as "not a constraint" to the 

performance of duties by agents with more than 5 years of 
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service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. All the 

other institutional constraints in the area of Communication 

fell in to the group of "slight constraint" to the 

performance of duties of both groups of agents are 

concerned. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter 5 presents a summary of the findings, 

conclusions and recommendations based upon the results of 

this study. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the county 

extension agents' perceptions of institutional constraints 

to the performance of their duties within the Arizona 

Cooperative Extension System in 1989\1990. The following 

research questions were use4 in conducting the study. 

1. What are the institutional constraints which effect 

the performance of the duties as perceived by the 

county extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System ? 

2. How do the perceived institutional constraints 

vary according to the program areas of work of 

county extension agents ? 

3. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

between county extension directors and county 

extension agents ? 

4. How do the perceived institutional constraints vary 

with the county extension agents' years of service 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System ? 
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Summary of Findings 

Based upon the research questions of this study, 

findings are presented in this chapter under the same major 

headings as in the presentation and interpretation of data 

in Chapter 4. 

Perceived Constraints Affecting Performance 

County extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System, perceived all the institutional 

constraints in the areas of Funds (TABLE 2) , Personnel 

evaluation ( TABLE 3), and Programing and Administration 

(TABLE 4), as "slight constraints" to the performance of the 

duties within the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. 

Institutional constraint "communication with county 

extension agents" was "not a constraint" to the performance 

of the duties in Arizona Cooperative Extension System. But, 

other 3 of the 4 constraints listed in the area of 

Communication (TABLE 5) were found to be "slight 

constraints" to the performance of duties of county 

extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System. 

Percentages at each level (TABLE 2) indicate "in state 

travel"and office maintenance" funds were apparently 

adequate. 
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"Extension program" and "local research funding" are 

more of a concern ranking as constraints. 

All of the listed institutional constraints in the 

area of Personnel Evaluation are considered "severe " by 

9 or more individuals. 

Fifteen individuals perceived the institutional 

constraint "personnel vacancies" as a "severe constraint" to 

their work performances. 

The data collected for the first research question 

indicate county extension agents1 perceptions of the 

institutional constraints to the performance of duties were 

highly varied among county extension agents in the Arizona 

Cooperative Extension System. 

Communication among extension officers within the 

county is not a major concern as a constraint. Communication 

with extension officers out of the county is more of concern 

ranking as a constraint. 

Perceived Constraints by Program Area 

Respondents serving in the 4-H rated more of the 

institutional constraints in the area (1) Funds, 

(2) Personnel evaluation, (3) Programing and Administration 

and (4) Communication higher than respondents serving in 

Agriculture area or Home Economic area. 
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4-H agents perceived the constraint "funds for 

extension programs" as a "constraint" to the performance of 

duties while Agriculture and Home Economics agents perceived 

it as a "slight constraint" to the performance of their 

duties. 

Home Economics agents perceived "funds for local 

research" as a "constraint" to the performance of their 

duties, but both 4-H and Agriculture agents perceived it as 

a "slight constraint" to the performance of their duties. 

Although, on the average, all of the listed 

institutional constraints in the area of Personnel 

Evaluation were found to be "slight constraints" for the all 

three groups of agents, "equity" and "method of granting 

tenure" received higher mean rating values from 4-H agents 

than Agriculture or Home Economics agents. 

4-H and Agriculture and agents rated the constraints 

"salary" and "yearly personnel evaluation method" higher 

than the Home Economics agents. 

Both Agriculture and Home Economics agents 

perceived"communication with county extension director" and 

"communication with county extension agents" as"not 

constraints" to the performance of their duties within 

Arizona Cooperative Extension System. But, 4-H agents 

perceived those as "slight constraints" to the performance 
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of their duties within Arizona Cooperative Extension System. 

Home Economics agents perceived more of the constraints in 

the area of Personnel Evaluation as less severe than the 

Agriculture or 4-H agents. 

Perceived Constraints Between County Extension Directors 

and County Extension Agents 

Both county extension agents and county extension 

directors perceived all the institutional constraints listed 

in the area of funds as slight constraints to the 

performance of their duties within the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System. County extension agents' mean rating value 

for institutional constraint "funds for extension program" 

was higher than that of the county directors. 

County extension directors perceived constraints in 

"method of granting tenure " and 'yearly personnel 

evaluation method" as constraints to the performance of 

their duties within the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System.But, county extension agents perceived those as 

"slight constraints" to the performance of duties within 

Arizona Cooperative Extension System. 

Constraints in "salary" and "promotion" received higher 

mean rating values from county extension agents than from 

county extension directors. This may be because the county 

agents receive lower salaries than county directors and most 
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of the county extension agent are waiting for their 

promotions. 

The mean rating value of institutional constraint, 

"personnel vacancies" by county extension directors was 

higher than that of the county agents. 

Perceived Constraints with Years of Services 

County extension agents with more than 5 years of 

service perceived "funds for local research as a 

"constraint" to their work performance while agents with 5 

years or less service perceived it as a "slight constraint" 

to their work performances. 

County extension agents with more than 5 years of 

service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System rated 

more of the constraints in the area of Personnel Evaluation 

higher than the county extension agents with 5 years or less 

service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. 

Specially, mean rating values for institutional constraints, 

(1) yearly personnel evaluation method, (2) promotion, and 

(3) rewards and appreciations by agents with more than 5 

years service were found to be higher than that of the 

agents with 5 years or less service in the Arizona 

Cooperative Extension System. 
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Agents with more than 5 years of service perceived " 

communication with county extension agents" as "not a 

constraint" to the performance of duties within the Arizona 

Cooperative Extension System. But, agents with 5 years or 

less service in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System 

perceived it as a "slight constraint" to the performance of 

their duties. 

Conclusions 

Based upon the findings of this study, the following 

conclusions were drawn. 

1. Perceptions of the institutional constraints to the 

performance of their duties were highly varied among 

county extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System. 

2. Most of the institutional constraints in the areas of 

(1) Funds, (2) Personnel evaluation, (3) Programing . 

and Administration and (4) Communication were found to be 

"slight constraints" to the performance of the duties of 

county extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System. 

3. 4-H agents perceived more institutional constraints 

more seriously than the Agriculture or Home Economics 

agents. 
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4. County extension agents with more than 5 years of service 

in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System perceived 

more of the constraints in the area of personnel 

Evaluation as more severe than agents with 5 years or 

less service. 

5. County extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative 

Extension System perceived more constraints in salary 

and promotion than county extension directors. 

6. Communication with county extension agents was "not a 

constraint" to the performance of duties of county 

extension agents in the Arizona Cooperative Extension 

System. 

Recommendations 

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, 

the author would make the following recommendations. 

1. Arizona Cooperative Extension System should follow up 

this study by conducting a similar type of study every 5 

years. 

2. Future studies should be conducted on specific program 

areas ie. 4-H, Agriculture, Home Economics and the 

results tabulated separately. 

3. Even though this study does not indicates any severe 

institutional constraint on the average, there were 

some respondents that perceived all of the constraints 
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as "severe constraints" to performance of their duties. 

Therefore, Arizona Cooperative Extension System should 

try to solve institutional problems on an 

individual basis. 

4. Cooperative Extension System should identify the 

underlying problems leading to the perceived constraints 

of 4-H agents. 

5. Cooperative Extension System should take immediate 

actions on (1) personnel vacancies, (2) funds for 

local extension programs, (3) extension agents' salary, 

promotion and equity and (4) improve communications 

between county agents and extension administrators. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINTS AFFECTING COUNTY EXTENSION AGENTS 
IN ARIZONA 

Below are listed possible institutional constraints 
(topics) to the performance of your duties as an extension 
agent in Arizona's Cooperative Extension System. Please circle 
the level which you perceive best describes the constraint to 
the performance of your duties within the Arizona Cooperative 
Extension System. 

Levels 1 not a constraint 
2 Annoys (disturbs, irritates but does not interfere 

with duties 
3 Impedes (interferes with duties slightly) 
4 Hampers (reduces efficiency and progress) 
5 Stymies (blocks or frustrates progress or 

programing) 

A. Adequacy of Funds Levels 

1. Funds for Travel (in state) 2 3 4 5 

2. Funds for Travel (out of state) 2 3 4 5 

3. Funds for Extension Programs 2 3 4 5 

4. Funds for Local Research 2 3 4 5 

5. Funds for Office Operations 
(stationary, equipment, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Funds for Office Maintenance 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

B. Personnel Evaluation 

1. Salary 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Promotion 1 2 3 4 5 
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3. Rewards and Appreciations 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Equity 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Method of Granting Tenure (continuing 
appointment) 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Yearly Personnel Evaluation Method 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Other (Please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

C. Programing and Administration 

1. Selection of Extension Program 
Priorities 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Frequent changes of Program 
Priorities 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Specialists Assistance 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Method of Imposing of New 
Technologies 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Personnel Vacancies 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Secretarial Assistance 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Weekend and Evening work 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Training 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

D. Communication 

1. Communication with Specialists 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Communication with Extension 
Administrators at University 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Communication with County Extension 
Director 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Communication with Extension Agents....! 2 3 4 5 
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5. Other (please specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Answers to the following questions will be used to 
provide background information and for comparison of 
constraints perceived by groups of individuals holding various 
positions in the Arizona Cooperative Extension System. No 
individual data will be used. 

A. What is your program area of work ? (circle one) 
1. Agriculture 
2. 4-H 
3. Home Economics 
4. Community Development 

B. What is your position ? (circle one) 
1. County Extension Director 
2. County Extension Agent 

C. How long have you been working in the Arizona Cooperative 
Extension System ? (circle one) 
1. 5 years or less 
2. More than 5 years 
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The University of Arizona 
College of Agriculture 

Department of Agricultural Education 

Tucson, Arizona 35721 

December 1, 1989 

Dear 

I am requesting your help in completing this questionnaire 
for a study dealing with institutional constraints affecting 
county extension agents in Arizona. The purpose of this study is 
to determine county extension agents' perceptions of institutional 
constraints to the performance of their duties within the Arizona 
cooperative extension system. We expect the results of this study 
will be helpful to the Arizona cooperative extension system in 
maintaining an effective program within the state of Arizona. 

Please be advised that each questionnaire is numbered for 
identification purposes and individual names are not required. 
The number will assist in identifying r.on-respondents for the 
follow-up survey. The information you supply will be tabulated 
and reported on a total group bases, assuring you of confiden
tiality in the data you provide for the study. 

A self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your 
convenience in returning the questionnaire. Please complete and 
return the questionnaire before December 19, 1989. 

Sincerely yours, 

R. M. Nandasiri 
Graduate Student 

Phillip Zurbrick, Acting Head 
Department of Agricultural Education 

RMN/PZ:bc 
enclosure 
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The University of Arizona 
College ol Agriculture 

Oepartment or Agricultural Education 

Tucson. Arizona 85721 

December 19, 1989 

Dear 

Two weeks ago, you were invited Co participate in a survey 

concerning institutional constraints affecting county extension agents 

in Arizona. Me mailed you a questionnaire and cover letter with a 

self-addressed, stamped envelope on December A, 1989. 

Thus far we have received responses from 80 percent of the 

surveyed population. Many have expressed strong opinions on the value 

of this study. However, without full support, it will be incomplete. 

This is a reminder that if you have not completed and returned the 

questionnaire, please help us by completing and sending it early. 

Just in case you might have misplaced the questionnaire, we have 

included another copy. Please complete and return the questionnaire 

before January 3, 1990. If you have already mailed the questionnaire, 

please disregard this reminder. 

Again, our appreciation for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Phillip Zurbrick 

Acting Head, Department 

of Agricultural Education 

R. M. Mandasiri 

Graduate Student 

Enclosure 
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